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I. Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation from the relevant paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

(2) The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

I. Claim 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 

particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

1.1. Claim 1 recites the phrase, "the plane the base member rotates in" in line 8. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation since only the block member and not the base 
member is recited as rotating. 

1.2. With respect to claim(s) 2, it is unclear what is meant by the term, "effects" in line 2. 

1.3. Claim 10 is indefinite because channel heads may be of different sizes. 

II. Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in 
this Office action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1.Claim(s) 1-6, 10-12, and 14 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
ADAMOWSKI (US 4,298,054 A) in view of YANAGISAWA (US 5,351,626 A). 

1.1. With respect to claim(s) 1-4, ADAMOWSKI discloses a base member (14) having an 
inspection device (15), at least one gripper (11b), a block member (10), movable in a two 
perpendicular linear directions in horizontal and vertical directions (f1 and vertical), a foot 
member (at 12a) having a gripper (11a) for drawing the manipulator toward the tube sheet. 
ADAMOWSKI fails to teach the block member rotably connected to the base member. 
YANAGISAWA teaches a block member (20) rotable with respect to the base member (20). It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify ADAMOWSKI with 
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an additional degree of freedom enabling rotation about the vertical axis in order to improve 
the versatility of movement. 

1.2. With respect to claim(s) 5-6, 10, 12, and 14 ADAMOWSKI additionally discloses standoffs 
(13) at least two grippers (11a)/(11b) and sized to permit more than one manipulator to be 
suspended and hydraulic/pneumatic drives (12a/b). 

1.3. With respect to claim(s) 11, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
to duplicate the manipulator of claim 1 in order to decrease the time required to perform the 
inspection and/or servicing. 

2. Claim(s) 7 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over ADAMOWSKI in view of 

YANAGISAWA and further in view of SHUNICHI (US 4,070,561 A). 

2.1. With respect to claim 7, ADAMOWSKI fails to teach each gripper having a limit switch 
functioning to verify an acceptable degree of insertion. SHUNICHI teaches each gripper 
having a limit switch functioning to verify a pre-selected length of insertion (Col. 10 Li. 4 et 
seq.). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify ADAMOWSKI 
with the limit switches of SHUNICHI in order to provide feedback regarding the location of the 
grippers. 

3. Claim(s) 12-13 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over ADAMOWSKI in 

view of YANAGISAWA and further in view of WARD (US 3,913,452). 

3.1. With respect to claim 12, ADAMOWSKI fails to teach the manipulator is approximately 30 
pounds or less. WARD teaches a manipulator that is approximately 30 pounds or less (Col. 
9). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify ADAMOWSKI with 
the light weight of WARD in order to minimize the gripping force required to suspend the 
manipulator. 

3.2. With respect to claim 13, ADAMOWSKI is silent regarding the load capacity of the apparatus. 
WARD teaches two or more fingers, each having a load capacity of fifty pounds (Col. 9 Li. 16) 
and therefore teaches supporting a payload as much as seventy pounds. It would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify ADAMOWSKI'with the load capacity of 
WARD in order to support equipment. 

III. Allowable Subject Matter 

1. Claim(s) 8-9 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd 
paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims. 

1.1. With respect to claims 8-9 the following is a statement of reasons for the indication of 
allowable subject matter 

11(a) While ADAMOWSKI and YANAGISAWA teaches the essential features of the 
manipulator and AMIET teaches a similar gripper, a manipulator having the gripper, as 
described in the language of claim 8 that further includes the unique feature of a ball 
bearings forced by a piston to move in the direction of movement of the piston up a 
tapered raceway to force insertion fingers outward, as detailed in the language of claim 8, 
is not taught or fairly suggested by the prior art. 

IV. Response to Applicant's Arguments 

Applicant's arguments entered 11/2/06 have been fully considered. 

1. Applicant argues that claim 1, as amended, is not anticipated by YANAGISAWA because the block 

member of YANAGISAWA is not movable in a linear direction relative to the base member, as 
required by the limitations inserted by the amendment entered 11/2/06. This argument is persuasive. 
The rejection under 35 USC 102(b) over YANAGISAWA is, therefore, withdrawn. A new grounds of 
rejection, however, over ADAMOWSKI in view of YANAGISAWA is presented above. Applicant's 
remaining arguments with respect to YANAGISAWA are rendered moot in light of the new grounds 
for rejection. 

2. Applicant argues that the teachings of SHUNICHI do not render claim 7 obvious because SHUNICHI 

fails to disclose a limit switch verifying a pre-selected length of insertion. This argument is not 
persuasive. A limit switch that detects insertion or non-insertion is capable of verifying a pre-selected 
length of insertion within the broadest reasonable interpretation of that term. 
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3. Applicant argues that claim 8 t as amended, is not rendered obvious by AMIET because AMIET fails to 
teach the balls forced by a piston to move in the direction of movement of the piston up a tapered 
raceway to force insertion fingers outward as required by the limitations inserted by the amendment 
entered 1 1/2/06. This argument is persuasive. 

V. Conclusion 

1. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office action. 

Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

2. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the 

mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the 
mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire 
later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be 

directed to Charles N. Greenhut whose telephone number is (571) 272-1517. The examiner can 
normally be reached on 7:30am - 4:00pm EST. 

4. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Eileen D. 

Lillis can be reached on (571) 272-6928. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

5. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 

Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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